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AH Committee

From: GREG BUNDY <GBBMP5@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 24, 2019 8:39 AM
To: AH Committee
Subject: In opposition to AH-1(1), AH-1(2), AH-27 and AH-28
Attachments: Letter from HI LUC.docx

Affordable Housing Committee, 
 
As a resident of the West Side of Maui, I would like to voice my opposition to AH-1(1), AH-1(2), AH-27 and AH-
28 in that the resolutions call for almost 30 acres of the agriculturally zoned land in Launiupoko to be rezoned 
to urban.  
 
We live full-time in Launiupoko on Punakea Loop (the same road that the proposed developments would be 
on), and our agricultural land is being used for its intended purpose – agriculture. We grow plumerias and fruit, 
including mangos, papayas, bananas, breadfruit and more – to give back to the community. We are not people 
who mis-use or take advantage of this agricultural land in ways that are not allowed, such as illegal short-term 
rentals or otherwise. We are being good stewards of the land and expect the same from others around us in 
Launiupoko - including developers.  
 
This is really about greedy developers and trying to circumvent the community planning process that is 
underway - all under the guise of affordable housing, so it shouldn’t be fast-tracked as such. We need smart 
and meaningful development that goes through the proper channels. No shortcuts. The State of Hawaii Land 
Use Commission (LUC) in their letter (see attached, which is pages @272-274 from the over 600+ page 
document re: Makila East) indicated that the applicant is 'deliberately engaging in parcelization so as to 
circumvent the comprehensive review of the project by the LUC'. If the State has an issue, the County should 
too. In addition, the local community has recently participated in the West Maui community planning process 
and all planning options maintained Launiupoko as agricultural land – the West Maui community has already 
voiced our feedback/position as such. In addition, proposed changes to land use like this should be looked at 
holistically (all three projects together) and as part of the broader planning process. It looks like the developers 
are doing it in this way to maximize their profit, without care for the fact that the area cannot support this 
amount of housing from an infrastructure perspective (water is a HUGE issue, roads (there's limited ways in 
and out...and we were reminded of this criticality when we fled the fire last August, septic, transportation, etc). 
I’ve heard this same developer also owns the entire Wainee area above the aquatic center and below the 
bypass, less than a mile away, which can be connected to county services and can have the infrastructure 
needed to support it. So, if that is the case, why is that option not being considered instead? It seems so 
logical, but, no, the developer stands to make more money off of doing this development in Launiupoko. Don't 
get me wrong, development here and elsewhere is needed, but this is not how it should be done and it should 
be for the right reasons - not greed. 
 
Affordable housing is a very serious issue on the island, but it needs to be well-planned and appropriately 
located on the West Side. It also needs to be permanent – not just for 10 years...not having it be in perpetuity 
tells me this is absolutely not about affordable housing. After 10 years, the people that need affordable housing 
will not likely be able to buy a house there. I know we are desperate for affordable housing for our community, 
but it must be done right and in the right places, such as near transportation, jobs and services – and where 
the infrastructure (water, sewer, etc.) is there to support it. These projects are not truly about affordable 
housing, but rather a way to get the broader development projects approved ‘under the radar’. Not to mention, 
if we actually cracked down on the illegal short-term rentals, that would make a difference in our housing crisis. 
This is a multi-faceted issue and multiple things need to be done to solve the problem – and approving these 
developments ‘as is’ is not going to move that needle and only creates more problems. Don’t be fooled, don’t 
fall for it. 
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Based on our experience in the past year with lack of non-potable water to water our farm (no, we don't use 
the ag water to water our lawn and landscaping, unlike some), Launiupoko does not have the water to support 
these developments. “Show me the water!” needs to be proven. Another water study under current conditions 
should be required, and for all three projects. My understanding is that the allocation of water needs we ended 
up with in our development was because the developer estimated what the usage would be at full build out. 
Obviously, it was too low an estimate, because we already have a water shortage, so this is important to be 
done right and there needs to be enough water for everyone now and in the future. My understanding is that 
the two proposals are being presented with water data from 2016/2017 and the report was submitted before 
the CWRM decision in late March 2018. A lot has happened since then so it would seem logical that a new 
independent study be prepared with current data and including the new water plan for demand just to make 
double-extra sure that the new non-potable supply is not harming the existing potable supply and there is 
enough of both for everyone forever. And since we know there is a third project out there that is planned for the 
area too, the county should look at all three of them as if they were one project and make a decision on one 
cohesive plan.  
 
Last but not least, I’ll let the experts speak to the specifics around the likely impacts to the environment, as a 
few of them shared at the prior Council meetings, to build such large-scale developments in Launiupoko, but a 
proper, independent environmental impact study should be done. Considerations should include damage to the 
coral reefs from grading, the negative impact of a large increase in septic and/or what the impact of a sewage 
treatment facility will cause, what this means for increased pollution at Launiupoko Beach Park due to a large 
influx of residents in the area, and the list goes on. 
 
To sum it up, I ask that you decide against approving AH-1(1), AH-1(2), AH-27 and AH-28 with these 
considerations in mind. I understand that compromise is required on all sides and that we need affordable 
housing, but this should all be done very thoughtfully and as part of the community planning process, not in a 
knee jerk fashion to check something off the list that could have significant impact on our environment, our 
community, our island. Mahalo for your consideration. 
 
Regards, 
 
Greg 
 
Greg Bundy 
427 Punakea Loop 
(808)  298-0415 
 



 

 

 

 



 



 


